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U.S. fj1SikitT COG:.? 
DISTRICT OF CCLUI.Ik!h 

STATE OF ALASKA, 1 AMENDED COMPLAINT AND 
:by Attomcy General BIUCC M. Botelho 1 DEMAND FOR JURY TRIAL 
Consumer ProttctionlAntitrust Unit ) 
103 1 W ~ s t  Fourth Avenue, Suite 200 
.Anchorage, AK 99501; 

STATE OF ARKANSAS. 
11y Attorney dcncral Mark Pryor 
:MO Tower Building 
323 Ccnter S m t  
little Rock, AR 72201-2601: 

!STATE OF CALIFORNIA, 
by Attorney General Bill Lackyer 
300 South Spring St. Suite 5000 
1-0s Angtlcs. CA 90013; 

STATE OF COLORADO. 
t ~ y  Adomey General Ken Salazar 
1525 Sherman Street, Fifth Floor 
Iknvcr, CO 80203; 

STATE OF CONNECTICUT. 
'by Attorney General Richard Blumenthal 
Flotiuust Department 
110 Shcnnan S m t  
:Hartford CT 06 105; 

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA. 
by Corporation Counsel John M. Femn 
441 4th Street. N.W. 
Washington, D.C. 20001 ; 
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1 JUDGE: Thomas F. Hogan 
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STATE OF FLORIDA, 1 
by ~ m e y  Gcncral Robert A. Butterworth 1 
.Antitrust Section 1 
PLOI, The Capitol 1 
'r~llahass~e. FL 32399-1050; I 

1 
;STATE OF IDAHO, 1 
by Anmey ~~ Alan G. Lance ) 
Consumer Protection Unit 1 
'700 W. Jefferson Strict. Room 210 1 
IBoisc. ID 837204010; 1 

1 
STATE OF IU.INOIS. 1 
by Attomcy General James E. Ryan 1 
Antitrust Bureau 1 
:I00 West Randolph Street ) 
Chicago, IL 60601; 1 

1 
!;TATE OF IOWA, 1 
by Attorney Gencral Thomas J. Miller 1 
Iowa Depamncnt of Justice ) 
:I300 E. Walnui 1 
Iks Moines. IA 50319; 1 

1 
(30MMOWALTH OF KENTUCKY. 1 
by Attorney General Albert Benjamin Chandler Ill ) 
3,024 Capital Center Drive 1 
I:ranldon, KY 40602-2009; 1 

) 
STATE OF LOUISIANA. ) 
by Anomey General Richard P. Ieyoub ) 
301 Main Street, Suite 1250 ) 
Baton Rouge. LA 70804; 1 

1 
STATE OF MAINE 1 
by Atrorney General Andrew mtrerer 1 
ti State House Sration 1 
Augusta. ME 04333-0006: 1 
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STATK OF MICHIGAN, 
by Ammcy General Jennifer M. Oranholm 
cC:onsumer Protection Division 
L4ntiuust and Franchise Section 
670 G. Mamen Williams Build& 
525 W. Otlawa Strwt 
P. 0. Box 30213 
Lansing. MI 48913; 

STATE OF MINNESOTA,+ 
by Attnrney Gcncral Mikc Hatch 
.4ntimst and Commerce Division 
NCL. Tower, Suite 1200 
445 Minnesow Street 
SL Paul, MN 55101; 

STATE OF MlSSOURI 
by Atforncy General Jeremiah W. (Jay) Nixon 
Consumer Protection Division 
I 1  1 North Seventh Street 
suite 204 
St. Louis, MO 63101; 

!STATE OF NEW MEXICO, 
by Anorney General Parricia A. Madrid 
r 4 ~ t i ~ ~ t  Unit 
6301 lndian School Road Suite 400 
,Ubuqucqut. NM 871 10; 

" Purruanl to Fed. R.  Civ. P. 25(d), tho caption in this action should bc changed lo reflect the election of Mike Hatch 
to. the off~cc of Attorney Genunl of the State uf Minnesota. 
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STATE OF NEW YORK.** 
try Attorney General Eliot Spitw 
Antitrust Burcau 
1.20 Broadway, Suite 26-01 
New York,NY 10271; 

STATE OF NORTH CAROLPTA 
by Attorney Gtnual Michael F. Easley 
Consumer ProtectiatVAntitrust Section 
I! 14 W. EdedtOb SbuA 
P.0. Box 629 
Kaleigh, North Carolina 27602; 

STATE OF OHIO, 
by Attorney Gtncrd Beay D. Montgomery 
Antinust Section 
1.40 East Town Street, 1st Floor 

Ohio 43215: 

STATE OF OKLAHOMA. 
by Attorney General W.A. Drew Edrnondson 
4545 N. Lincoln Boulevard 
!;uitc 260 
Oklahoma City. OK 73105; 

STATE OF OREGON 
t)y Anorncy General Hardy Myen 
13eparunenr of Justice 
Justice Building 
1.162 Coun S r t w t  NE. Suirc 100 
Salem. OR 97310; 

'* Pursuant 10 Fed. R. Civ. P. ZS(d), the caption in thls action should be clwngcd to reflat the election of Eliol 
S:piuet to the ofice of Auorncy General of the Scare or New York. 
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[:OMMONWEALTH OF PENNSYLVANIA 1 
hy Ammey General D. Michael Fisher 1 
h t i t r q t  Section I 
14th Rm. Smwbeny Squm 1 
Hadsburg. PA 17 120, 1 

1 
STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA, 1 
tly Attorney General Charles M. Condon 1 
KGmbert C. DGnnis Building 1 
1000 Assembly Street, Suite 501 1 
Columbia. SC 2921 1-1549; ) 

1 
STATE OF SOUTH DAKOTA 1 
try Anorney General Mark Bamm 1 
!iOO East Capitol 1 
Pierre, SD 57501-5070; 1 

1 
STATE OF TENNESSEE, 
by Attorney General and Rtpsrtcr Paul G. S ~ m I e n )  
Antitrust Division 1 
425 5th Avenue North 1 
PJashvillc, TN 37243; 1 

) 
STATE OF TEXAS, ) 
tly Attorney G e n d  John Cornyn 1 
Office of the Atromey General 1 
300 W. 15th Street. 9th Flwr 1 
riustin. TX 7871 1-2.548: 1 

1 
STATE OF UTAH. 1 
by AnOmCy General Jan Graham 1 
Antitrust Section 1 
160 East 300 South 1 
Sialr Lake City. UT 84 1 14-0872; ) 

1 
STATE OF VERMONT, 1 
by Attorney General William H. Soaell 1 
fbtluust and Consumer Fraud Unit 1 
lG9 Stare Sveet 1 
Montpelier, W 05609-1001; 1 
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STATE OF WASHINGTON ) 
by A n m q  Gutcrel Christine 0. Grcgoin 1 
Andtrust Section 1 
900 Fourth Avenue, Suite ZOO0 1 
Sesnle, WA 98164-1012 1 

1 
STAm OF WEST vIRGml.4, 
by Anomey Oewal D m U  V. McGraw, Jr. 
Consumer PfbW?ion and Antitrust Division 
812-Quarrier Strcct 
Charleston. WV 25301; 

STATE OF WISCONSIN. 
by Attomcy G e n d  James E. Doyle 
Antitrust Unit 
123 West Washington Avenue 
Madison, WI 53703-7857; 

Plaintiffs, 

.MyLAN LABORATORIES, LNC.. 
130 Seventh Street. 
1030 Century Building, 
Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania 15222; 

CAMBREX CORPORATION. 
One Meadowlands Plaza 
:East Rutherford, New Jersey 07073; 

:PROFARMACO S.R.L. 
'Via Cucchiari, 17 
1-20155 Milano. Italy ; 

QYMA LABORATORIES OF AMERICA. lNC.. 
135 Cantiague Rock Road, 
'Wcsrbury, New York 11590; 
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SSf  CORWRATION. 
635 Brighton Road, 
Clifton. Ncw Jersey 07015. 

Defendants. 

SUMMARY OF COMPLAINT 

1. The States of Alaskzt Arkansas, California, Colorado, Connecticut. Florida, Idaho. 

Illinois, Iowa, Louisiana, Maine, Michigan, Minnesota, Missouri, New Mexico. New Yo&, 

North Carolina. Ohio, Oklahoma. Oregon, Soutb Cmlina, South Dakota, Texas. Tenncsscc, 

Utah, Vermonr. Washington. West Virginia, Wisconsin; thc Cornmonwcalths of Kentucky and 

Pennsylvania; and the District of c~ lumbia  (collectively, Plaintiff States or States). by aad 

through thtir Attorneys Gencral. bring this action as parem patriae on behalf of natural persow 

in their rcspcctive States; on behalf of their respective States' general economics in their 

sovereign capacitics; and/or in their proprietary capacities on behalf of departments, bureaus and 

agcncics of state government as injured purchasers or reimbmers. against Defendants Mylan 

Laboratories, Inc. (Mylan), Cambmx Corporation (Cambrex). Profmaco S.r.1. (Profafmaco), 

Gyma Laboratories of Amcrica, Inc. (Gyrna). and SST Corporation (SST) (collectively. 

Defendants), 

2. The S~ates scek relief to rcmedy and compensate fot' injuries sustained as a ~ s u l t  

of rhc Dcfcndants' violations of the antitrust laws of the United States and rclaud laws of the 

States. The States allege Defendants Mylarl, Cambrex. Profarmaco and Gyma: 1) conspired to 

monopolize the markets for gcncric lomeparn rablcts and gcncric clorarepate tablets; and 2) 
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e:ntered into unlawful conmcts. combinations and conspiracies relating to the supply of the 

rlcrive pharmaceutical ingredients (APk) for clorazepate and lorazcpam in unreasonable fcs~ain t  

of trade. The States fuiher allege Defendant Mylan ancmpted to monopolize and did in fact 

unlawfully monopolize the markets for generic l o r ~ ~ ~ p m  and generic clormpatc tablets. The 

!itares also allege Defendants Mylan. Cambrex. Pmfmaco.  Gyma and SST conspired and 

agreed to fix, raise, or stabilize rhc p r i m  of lorazepam A n  Finally, the States allege 

supplemental state law claims. 

It 

JURISDICTION AND VENUE 

3. This Complaint, which alleges vidltitions of Sections 1 and 2 of the Sherman ACI, 

15 U.S.C. $8 1 and 2, is filed under md  jurisdiction is conferred upon this C o w  by Sections 4, 

4 4 ,  12 and 16 of the Clayton Act. IS U.S.C. 85 15, ISc, 22 and 26, and 28 U.S.C. $1331. 

4. This Complaint also alleges violations of stare antitrust andlor unfair competition 

statures and da ted  stare laws as set forth in Paragraphs 89 through 165 below. and seeks 

ciarnages, civil penalties andlor equitable relief undcr those state laws for claims brought by the 

following States: Alaska, Arkansas, California. Colorado. Connecticut, Florida, Idaho, Illinois, 

Iwa.  Louisiana Maine, Michigan. Minncsota. Missouri. New Mexico, New York, Nonh 

(:arolina. Ohio. Oklahoma. Oregon, South Carolina. South Dakota, Texas, Te~tsscc .  Utah. 

\lcrmonr. Washington. Wcst Virginia. Wisconsin; the Commonwealth of Kentucky; and the 

1)isuict of Columbia All claim$ under federal and state law arc based upon a common nucleus 

of operative facts and the entire action commenced by this Complaint constirutcs a single case 

which would ordinarily be tried id snc judicial proceeding. 
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5. This Court has jurisdicdon of the action under the provisions of 28 U.S.C. 

$8 1331, 1337 and 1367(a), as well as u n h  the principlts of supplcmcntal jurisdiction. 

Supplemental jurisdiction would avoid unnecessary duplication and multiplicity of actions in law 

and in quity, and should be exercised in the intensu of judicial economy, convenience and 

fsimcss. 

6. Vcnue is proper in this district under Section 12 Of the Clayton Act. 15 U.S.C. 

S. 22 and 28 U.S.C. 8 1391@), (c) and (d). At all times rclcvant to the bringing of this action, 

Ikfendants transacted business, did business, were found or resided in the District of Columbia 

or because the claims alleged amsc, in pan. in this judicial district. In addition, as to defendant 

F'rofarmaco, venue is proper pursuant 15 U.S.C. 9 1391(d). 

m. 

THE PARTIES 

7. The States bring this action by and through thcir Attomcys Genual, as parens 

,ootriae on behalf of natural persons; on behalf of thcir respective Stares' general economies in 

,tl~cir s~usrcign capacities; andlor in thcir proprietary capacities on behalf of departments, bureaus 

;and agencies of statc govemmcnt, as injured purchasers (direct, indict .  or as assignees) or as 

m:imburscrs under state Medicaid and other programs. 

8. Defendant Mylan is a corporation organized, existing, and doing business under 

;and by virtue of the laws of Pennsylvania. Mylim's office and principal place of business is 

llocated at 130 Seventh Street. 1030 Century Building, Pittsburgh, Peansylvanis 15222. Mylan is 

engaged in rhe business of dcveloping, licensing, manufacturing. marketing, and distributing 

1:tncric and proprictq pharmaceutical and wound care products, including at least 91 generic 
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tirugs. In the twelve months ending March 31,1998, Mylan had revenues of $555.4 million and 

net income of $100.7 million. Mylan Pharmaceuticals, Inc., a wholly own& subsidiary of Mylan 

lhrntoriw;,  is one of the world's largest generic dmg companies. Mylan Pharmaceuticals is 

located at 781 Chesmut Ridge Road, P.O. Box 4310, Morgantown. Wkt Virpinia 265044310. 

ldylan Laboratorits has ultimate control over the activities. df Mylan Pharmaceuticals. Upon 

information and belief, UDL Laboratories. Inc.. a wholly owned subsidiary of Mylan 

Iaboratories, specializes in packaging technology and produces unit dose multi-source 

pharmaceuticals. UbL Laboratories i s  located in Loves Park. Illinois, and its mailing address is 

P.0. Box 2629, h v e s  Park, Illinois 61132-2629. Upon information and bclid at all rclevant 

times, Mylan Laboratories has had ultimate conrrol ovw the activities of UDL Laboratories. 

9. Defendant Cambnx is a corporation organized. existing, and doing business under 

and by virtuc of the laws of Delaware. Carnbrcx's ofice and principal place of business arc 

located at One Mcadowlands Plazq East Rutherford, New Jerscy 07073. Cambrcx is engagcd in 

h e  business of manufacturing and selling chemicals for phmateuticals, cosmetics, agriculture, 

and other industrial uses. In 1997, Cambrex had revenues of $380 million and net income of 

: $ I 7 3  million. Cbm Technologiesi Inc. (Cbm)'is a subsidiary of Cambrcx locared at 1 East Fimt 

S W t ,  Reno. Nevada 89501. Upon information and bclicf, Cbm was the primary contracting 

]p81Ky, on behalf of Cambrcx, in thc exclusive licensing arrangements with Mylm described 

I~clow. Upon information and belief, at all relevwt limes, Cambrcx has had ultimate control 

over thc activities of Cbm. 

lo. Defendant Profarrnaco S.r.1.. a wholly owned subsidiary of Cambrcx, is based in 

]Milan, Italy and is located at Via Cucchiari. 7. 1-20155, Milano, Italy. R o f m a c o  is engaged in 
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t k  business of manufacturing chemicals, including MIS, and selling them to drug manufacturers 

in the United States and clsewhen. The API, which is the chetliicd that allows the dmg to affect 

the body, is the most essential raw material for a pharmaceutical product Upon information and 

t~elief, at all relevant timimcs, Cambnx has had ultimate wnml o v a  the activities of Profarmaco. 

11. Defendant Gyrna is a corporation organized, exisring, and doing business under 

and by virtue of thc laws of New York. Gyma's office and principal place of business is l o c u d  

at 135 Cantiague Rock Road, Westb~uy, New York 11590. G p a  is engaged in the bosincss of 

selling APIs and other chemicals to the pharmaceutical industry. Ia 1997, Oyma had sales of 

,approximately $91 million. G y m  buys APIs from Profarmam and other finns and resells them 

 to generic drug manufacturers in the United States. 

12. Defendant SST is a corporation organized, existing, and doing business under and 

by virtue of thc laws of Ncw Jersey. SST's office and principal place of business is located at 

1535 Brighton Road, Clifton, New Jersey 07015. SST is engaged in the business of selling APIs 

iind othcr chemicals to the pharmaceutical industry. SST buys APIs from Pabricca ltaliana 

!S~ntetic~ SPA (FIS) and other fvms and rtsclls them to gcncric drug manufacturers in the United 

Ijtatcs. 

lv. 

C:O-CONSPIRATORS 

13. Upon information and belief. othcr persons. finns. corporations and entities not 

11:med as Defendants hcre~n have pmcipared as co-conspirators with the Defendants m the 

~~~olations allcged in this Complaint, and have performed acts and made statements in furtherance 

thereof. 

I I 
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v. 

THE GENERIC DRUG INDUSTRY 

14. Oencric drugs, which are chemically identical versions of branded drugs, CddoOt 

11e marketed until after the patent on the bmded  drug has expired. Firms that manufacture and 

 narke el generic drugs often specialize. in such drugs. although Mylan manufactures both generic 

end bmded drugs. Gcncric drugs typically arc sold at substantid discounts from the prim of 

t~randcd drugs. 

15. Mylan and othcr generic drug m a o u f a c t w  require the approval of the United 

Elrates Food and Drug Administratio11 (FDA) to market a generic product in the United States. 

For each generic drug, the manufacturer must file an Abbrcviatcd New Drug Application 

(ANDA) with the FDA to establish that its version of the drug is therapeutically equivalent to the 

t'rmded drug. FJIA approval of an ANDA takes an average of about 18 months, although be  

' approval process can take two years or more. 

16. Typically, the generic manufacturer purchases the API from a specialty chcmical 

manufacturer (API supplier). The generic manufacturer combincs the API with inactive fillers, 

'binders. colorings, and other chemicals to produce a finishcd product. 

17. To sell an API in thc United States. the API supplier must file n Drug Master File 

l[;DMF) with the FDA. The DMF explains the processes that the API supplier uses to make the 

.API and to test chemical equivalence and bioequivalence ro the brand product To usc an API. 

~dle generic manufacturer's ANDA must refer 10 the API supplier's DMF filed with the FDA. 

ih401c than one drug manufacturer can reference the DMF of the same API supplier. A generic 

 manufacturer that wants or needs 10 change its API supplier must obtain FDA approval of an 
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,WDA supplcmnt. which includcs a reference to the new supplier's DMF and test results 

~egarding the generic manufacturer's product using the new APL This process can take as long 

rs thne years, with an average af about eightten months 

18. Lorucparn and clorazcpatt ax two of the appmximaely 91 generic drugs that 

IHylylan cwnntly manufactures and sells in tablet form. hrazepam is used to mat miety,  

tension, agitation. and insomnia, and as a sedative. Doctors issue ovu  18 million 

pnscriptions a ycar for lorazepam tablets. Because lorazepam is used to treat chronic condihons 

end is hcavily prescribed for nursing home and hospice patiedB, lorazepam u ~ s j  tend to stay on 

the drug for long periods of time. Clomzcpatt is uscd to treat anxiety and in adjunct therapy for 

r~icotine and opiate withdrawal. Doctors issue over thne million prescriptions a Far for 

cloraxpatc tablets. 

19. Profarmaco and FIS both manufacture APIs in Italy. Both companies hold DMFs 

for lorazcpam API and clomzepate API, and have supplied such APIs to drug manufacturers in 

tlne Unired States. Foreign firms, tikc Pmfarmaco and FIS. that supply APIs to the United States 

yplcally have distributots in the United States who purchase APls and resell them to generic 

drug manufacturers in thc United Stares. Mylan purchases its lorazepart and clorazepatc API 

'673111 Gyma, Profannaco's United States distnburor of these products. Several orher g~ncric drug 

mmanufacturcrs have purchased lorazepam API from SST, FIS's Unitcd States distributor of this 

]product Mylan has never purchased FS's l omepm API from SST because FIS is not an 

(approved Iorazepam supplier for Mylan. -- i.c., Mylan's ANDA does not reference RS's DMT. 
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VL 

TRADE AND comma 

20. At all times relevant to this Cornplaink Defendants Mylan. Cambrex. Prof-0, 

( 3 i  and SST participated in tbe market for gsnsric pharmaceuticals throughout the United 

!hates. 

21. Defeoda  Mylan manufactured. marketed, sold and distributed generic 

pl~armaceurical products throughout the Unitcd Stares. Mylan's products wen eansponed across 

zitate tin= and were sold in the various states. The products sold and distributed by Defendant 

Mylan wcrc shipped in interstate commerce. 

22. Defendant Cryma is engaged in the business of selling APIs and othcr chemicals to 

the pharmaceutical industry. Gpna buys APIs from Profarmaco and other firms and resells them 

to generic dmg rnanuf&turcrs in the Llitcd Srates. 

23. Dcfcndant SST is engaged in the business of selling APIs and otbcr chemicals to 

thc pharmaccuucal industry. SST buys APIs from FIS and other fums and resells them to 

gt:c:ncric drug manufacturers in the Unilcd States. 

24. Defendant Profarmaco is engaged in thc business of manufacturing chemicals, 

irncluding APIs, and selling them 10 dn~g mnnufacrumrs in the United States and elsewhere. 

25. Defendant Cambrcx is cngagcd in the business of manufacturing and sclling 

cticmicals for pharmaceuticals. cosrnctics, agriculture, and other industrial uses. 

26. The activities of the Defendants, including manufacturing, marketing, distributing 

anid sclling pharmaceutical products, were in the regular, continuous and substantial flow of 
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interstate commerce and havc had and continue to have a substantial effect upan interstate 

1mmmra. 

W. 

RELEVANT hMlKElS 

27. There are four rclcvant markets: 1) the market for generic lorazepam tablets 

:ippmvcd for salc in thc Unitcd States; 2) the markct for gcncric clomzepate tablets approved for 

!;ale in thc United States; 3) the markct for lorazepam API approved for salc in the United States; 

aind 4) thc market for clorazcpatc API approved for sale in rbe Unitcd Stam. 

wl 

ANTICOhPFIlTIVE CONDUCT 

28. In 1997, Mylan embarked on a stratcgy to raise the prices of some of its generic 

clrugs and maintain thcse priccs at inflated lcvcls, thereby increasing the profitability of these 

clrugs. One pan of this strategy was to seek from its API suppliers long-term exclusive liccnses 

for the DMFs of certain MIS selected by Mylan because d limited competition. If Mylan 

albtained such an exclusive license. no other generic drug manufacturer could use that supplier's 

CGI to make the drug in the United States. 

29. Ultimately, Mylan sought cxclusive liccnses for the DMFs for lorazepam API and 

~clorazepatc API. 

30. Mylan began negotiating for exclusive licenses with Pmfarmaco and its 

~iisuibutor Gyma, which sold lorazepam and clorazepate APLs to Mylan. f h c  negotiated 

iat mcctings in Bologna. Italy; in London; and in New York. These negotiations concerned 

Iblylan's proposal to Profarmacd that Profarmaco licensc exclusively to Mylan, for ten years. 
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I'mfarmaco's DMFs for loratepam and c10r;u;epatc APL The exclusive liccnscs would provide 

Iflylan wmplctc control over Profarmacobs entire supply of lorazepbm and clorazepatc API 

entering the United Stiues market. 

31. Prim to these negotiations, G y m  bold P r o f w o ' s  lorampam API to Mylan. 

1Katson Pharmaceuticals, Inc. (Watson), and Purepac. a subsidiary of Faulding, Inc. (Purrpar), 

m d  irs clarazepatc API to Mylan and Watson. Purepac and Watson arc generic dnrg producers 

that compete with Mylan. At this time. Profannaco (througb Gyma) was the only sounx selling 

lorazepam and clorazcpatc AH to generic rnanufacwrers in  the United S W .  FIS, which 

~tnviously had supplicd the United States market with lorazcpam API, recently had exited the 

omkt bczausc it no longer had any customers. With complete control of Profarmaco's supply 

(of these products, and by refusing to sell any to its competitors. Mylan could deny its competitors 

:access to the most important ingttdient for producing lorazepam and clorazepate tableu. 

32. In rctum for the ten year exclusive licenses, Mylm offered to pay Camb~x, 

IProfhrmaw. and Gyma a percent of its gross profits on its sales of lorazepam and clorazcpatc 

tiiblcts, regardless of whether MyIan purchased the API from Profarmaco through Gyma The 

profit sharing percentage offered by Mylan was smaller for lorazcpam than clorazepate. As 

lblylan explained la Cambrcx, Profannaco, and Gyma, the reason for this difference was ha t  

lrfylan intended to sttk a similar cxclusive agreement on lorazeparn API with FIS, a compctitot 

of Profarmaco, and with F'IS's distributor. SST. Under this proposed agreement. Mylan would 

idso pay FIS and SST a certain percent of Mylan's gross profits on lorazcpam tablets, even 

though Mylan could not utilize FIS lor:neparn API due to FDA tegulatiom. 
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33. In October 1997, Mylan approached SST, FIS's distributor of lorazepam API in 

the Unitad States. regarding a possible second exclusive licensing agreement for lo-pam APL 

The intent of this approach war, to deny Mylu's compttitats an elternate source of l o r q a m  

AH. Because of FDA regulations which requkc a manufacturer's ANDA to reference the DMF 

of its supplier, Mylu  could not evm use FIS's lorszcpam API. Bcfore Mylan could use RS's 

pmdua, it was required to supplement its M A .  which could take an average of 18 months. 

Mylan explaitid to SST that it intended to raise the price of lorazepam tablets by controlling the 

 supply of lorazeparn APT. Jo exchange for this exclusive license which would Devcnt any Mylan 

competitor from using FIS's lorazepam API, Mylan offered SST a percent of Mylao's gross 

profits on lorazepiam tablets. Under this proposal, SST would rcceive these profits even though 

IflyIan would not purchase from SST any lorazepam API. SST turned down Mylan's proposed 

licensing arrangement. Had SST acccpted. nonc of Mylan's competitors would have been able to 

use FIS lorazcparn API to make or sell lorazepam tablets in the United Statcs. 

34. Somctime in the fall of 1997. Mylan approached Abbott Laboratories, the 

manufacturer of Tranxene, rhe brand name clorazcpatt product. which manufactured clorazepate 

API for 11s own use and thus was a possible supplier of clorazepate API for the generic 

~:lorazepafe tablets market. Mylan inquired about purchasing clorazepate AP& even though 

lbefore Mylan could use Abbon's product, it was required to supplement its M A ,  which would 

Ir~kc an average of 18 months. 

35. Profannaco s p e d  the ten year cxclusivc agreements licensing the two DMFs to 

lrlylan on November 14, 1997. Through these agreements. Mylan obtained control over the 

supply of Profamaco's APIs fot lorazepam and clorazcpate in the United States. denying 
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IUylsP's mmpctitors @articularly Gyma's customers Watson and Purepac) access lo these 

tsscntial raw materials. In 1997, Profarmaco, through Gyms supplied over 90% of the 

Ionrepam API and 100% of the clorazepate API to gederic manufacturm in thc United Sultcs 

market. In separate a p m a u ,  Mylan agreed to pay Gyma a percentage of Mylan's gross 

profits on the sale of lorazepam and clorazcpatc tablets as compensation for Oyma's role in the 

tiegotiations leading to thc exclusive licensing agreements with Profmaco. 

36. Without a sourcc of supply, Watson and Pmpac attempted to SCEUIC alternate 

fW supplies. Recognizing rhat Mylan now had control over lormpam API from Profarmaco. 

I'urepac even approached Mylan to obtain some Iorazcpam API on an emergency basis. Mylan 

refused to sell this product to Punpat. 

37. Shbrtly after Mylan signed the tcn year exclusive licensing agreements with 

.Fbrofarmaco. SST's president met in Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania, with the Mylan vice president who 

' !has responsibility for purchasing APLF. At this meeting, which otturrcd on or around November 

:20. 1997. SST explained ro Mylan that it would not liccnsc FIS's DMF for lo rapam API to 

I\!ylan, at least in pan out of concenl that such an agreement could violate thc antitrust laws. 

IVevenheless, through the Pirrsburgh meeting. or othenvisc in the course of cheir exchanges of 

itifonnation before and aftcr it, Mylan and SST conspired and reached an agreement to fix, raise 

or stabilize ihc prices of loraxpam API. 

38. On January 12. 1998. despite no significant increase in its costs. Mylan raised its 

1x:icc of clorazepate tablets to Stale Medicaid programs, whoicsalcrs, retail pharmacy chains, and 

o1:hcr customers by amounts ranging from 1,900 pcrcent to over 3,200 percent, depending on the 

bottle size and strength. For example, a 500 count bottlc of 7.5 mg clorazepate tablets iacrrascd 
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in price from $11.36 to B77.00. On March 3. 1998. despite w s i#~mt  i n m e  in its costs, 

Mylan raised its price of lorazepam tablets by amounts ranging from 1,900 p a n t  to over 2,MX) 

percent, depending on the bottle size and strength. For u;smplt, a 500-aunt bottle of 1 mg 

iorasepam tablets i n m e d  in price from $7.30 to $191.50. The u l t i ~  retail price to 

(consumers was even higher. Mylan's competitors matched tbese price increases for lorazepa 

~md clorazcpatc tablets. After the above-mentioned price lncrcws were effected, departments, 

Iwcaus, or agcncits of thc governments of somc Smes (or such Smtes' assignors) purchased 

lomcpam or clorazcpatc tablcu at supracompetitive prices from Mylan or its subsidiaries, 

including UDL Laboratories, Inc. 

39. Shortly after Mylan raised its price of Soraz~pam tablets, and despite no significant 

ilm-ease in its costs. SST camcd orlr its part of the agreement by raising the price of FIS 

lorazeparn API by approximarely 1.900 percent. SST sold FIS's lorazepam 4Pl. to Geneva - one 

of Mylan's competitors. Geneva has set its price for lorazepam tablets at approximately Mylan's 

Idvtl. 

40. a result of these suhstmtial and unpreccdcntcd agramcnts and price increases 

fbr loratcpam and clorazepate tableu, many purchasers. including phmnacies, hospitals, 

insunrs, managed care organizations. wholesalers, government agencies, patients, consumers and 

olhers, have paid substantially hlgher prices. Moreover, some patients may have stopped talung 

lorazepam and cloratcpatc tablets altogether. or been forced to reduce the quantity they take. 

because thcy cannot afford them. 
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41. As s result of tbcsc substantial and unprcccdcnted price increases on lorazepam 

tind clorazepate tablets. Mylan. Cambnx. R o f m m o ,  Gymn and SST have pmfittd, and 

continue to profit, from their unlawful conduct, to the deaiment of consumers. 

M. 

LACK OF PROCOMPETITIVE JUSTIFICATION 

42. Tbe exclusive licensing agreements, and Defendants' other conduct Intended to 

l'txk-up the supply of lordzcpam and clormpate API, lack any legitimatc businws or 

procompetitive justification. Moreover, any justification that may exist d m  dot outweigh the 

r;ubstantial anticompetitive effects of Defendants' conduct. 

43. The cxclus~ve licensing agmments were not reasonably necessary to protect 

klylan's supply of lorazepam and clorazepatc API. Profarmaco never indicated that it was 

cc~nsidenng no longer malang either of these products. Even if Mylan had legitimate concerns 

about the supply of these APIs, like other generic phannaceuucal rnanufacturrn, Mylan could 

have entered into a less rcsrrictivc requirements contract which would have assured Mylan a 

source of supply but nor denied Mylan's cornpetirors acccss to the same source. Moreover, its 

al'lcrnpt to obtain an exclus~ve agreement with FIS would provide no assurances of supply, given 

that Mylan could not use any RS lorazcpam API for at least a year, due to FDA regulauons. 

X. 

EFFECTS 

44. The acts and practices of the Defendants as herein alleged have had the purpose or 

tffcct. or thc tcndcncy or capacity. to resuain competition unreasonably and to injure competition 

within each State and throughout the United States in the following ways, among others: 
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45. Restraining competition in the markets for lotazepam and dorazcpatc APIs and 

1zlb1blets; 

46. F i g .  raising, stabilizing, or otherwise tampering with the prices of lorazepam 

API; 

47. Raising the cost thaf pharmacies, hospitals, insurers, managed cart organizations, 

~vholesalers, government agencits. consumers, and others who pay for lorazcpam and clo~-azepate 

tablets; 

48. Depriving consumers of access to needed phamecuticals and thereby injuring 

their hcalth; and 

49. Depriving c o n s u m  of the benefits of competition among generic 

pharmaceutical manufacrunrs and entry from new compdtors. 

XI. 

INJURY 

50. As a direct and proximate tesult of the unlawful conduct alleged above, the States 

umre not and are not able to purchase. or pay rcimburscmcnts for purchases of, lorazepam and 

c,lorazepatc at prices determined by free and open competition, and consequently have been 

iryured in their business and property in that. infer alia, they have paid morc and continue to pay 

u~ore for lorazepam and clomepate than they would have pad in a h c  and opcn competitive 

ariket. The States cannot quantify at this time the prrc~se amount of monetary harm which they 

have sustained, but allege that such harm is substantial. A precise dererminalion of this amount 

will requlrc discovery from the books :md records of the Lkfendaats and third partier. 

51. As a d i m t  and proximate result of the unlawful conduct alleged above, 

consumers in the Plaintiff States were not and arc not able to purchase lorazcpam and clorazcpate 

at prices determined by free and open competition. and consequently have been injurcd in their 

business or property in that. infer alirr, they have paid more and continuc to pay morc for 

lorazepam and clorazcpatc than they would have paid in a free and opcn competitive market. 
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'Ihe Stata cannot quantify at this time the precfsc amount of monetary harm which their 

cmosumers have sustained, but allege that such harm is substantial. A pncise dctambarion of 

 his amount will require discovery from the books and records of the Defendants and third 

parties. 

52. As a direct and proximate result of the unlawful conduct alleged abovc, the 

i~nera l  economies of the Stares have sustained injury, and arc h t c n e d  with further injury to 

their business and pmputy unlcss the Defendants an enjoined fmm tbeiT unlawful conduct 

53. As a dircct and proximate result of the unlawful conduct dcged above, the 

ckfendants have unjustly profited through inflated profit margins md have thus far retained the 

illegally obtained profifs. 

54. Defendants' unlawful condua is continuing and will continue unless the 

injunctive and equitable relief rcquest is granted. The States do not have an adequate remedy at 

law. 
W. 

mRST CLAIM FOR RELIEF -- CONSPIFUCY TO 

MONOPOLIZE GENERIC LORAZEPAM TABLETS MARKET 

55 The States reallege and incorporate by rcfcrcnce paragraphs 1 through 54. 

56. Mylan, Cambrex, Profarmaco, 'and Gyrna conspired to act together to obtain 

rr~onopoly power for Mylan in the gcncric lorazcpam rablcts market in the United Stam in 

\riolation of Section 2 of thc Sherman Act, 15 U.S.C. 5 2. 

57. Mylan acted with a specific intent to monopolize, and to desmy competition in, 

the gcncric lorazcpam tablcts market. Mylan devised and implemented a calculated campaign to 

raise thc price and profitability of lorazepam by locking up [he supply of lorazepam API, the 

most essential ingredient for making lorazepam tablets. Each of the co-conspirators acted with 
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$the specific intent that Mylan obtaih monopoly power in thc generic lormpam tablets wktt 

and through thcii profit sharing arrangement and the resulting higher prices, the coconspirators 

leach have profited significantly from their conspiracy to the defrimcnt of wnsumtn. 

58. In furtherance of this ccnspiracy, these Defendants entered into agmments and 

profit sharing arrangements whereby Mylan obtained the exclusive license to Rofarmaco's 

lorazepam APL This license had the purpose and cffea of dcnying, to Mylm's compeutors in 

the generic lorazepam tablets mark& the supply of an essential raw material. Also in furtberancc 

of chis conspiracy, Mylaa -- with the full knowledge and approval of Cambrtx, Profarmam, and 

(iyma -- sought to obtain the uclusive right to the only other active supplier of lorazepam API to 

generic manufacturers. 

m. 

SECOND CLAIM FOR RELIEF -- CONSPLRACY TO 

MONOPOLIZE GENERIC CLORAZEPATE TABLETS MARKET 

59. The States rcallcge and incorporate by reference paragraphs 1 through 54. 

60. MyIan, Carnbrex, Profannaco, and Gyma conspired to act together to obtain 

~r~onopoly power for Mylan in the generic clorazcpatc tablets marker in the United States in 

rriolation of Section 2 of the Sherman Act. 15 U.S.C. 9 2. 

61. Mylan acted with a specific inlent lo monopolize, and to nsuain and destroy 

competition in, the gcncnc clorazepate tablets market. Mylan devised and implemented a 

cr~lculatcd campaign to raise the price md profitability of clorazepatc by locking up the supply of 

clomzepate API. the most essential ingred~ent for making clorazcpatc tablets. Each of the ca- 

cc~nspirators acted with the specific intent that Mylan obtain monopoly power in the generic 
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dorazepate tablets market, and through thcii profit sbarin~ arrangement and the resulting higher 

m. the coconspiratom tach have profited significantly from their conspiracy to the dctrhmt 

of CoPSUmC~. 

62. In funhermcc of this conspiracy, tbese Dcfcndants cntcred into agrcunents and 

profit sharing arrangements whereby Mylan obtained the exdusive license to b f m o ' s  

~tlorazepate APL This license had the purpose and cffwt of denying. to Mylan's comperitors in 

 he generic clorazepae tablets market the supply of an essential mw material. Also in the 

!?uthuance of this conspiracy. Mylen approached Abbott Laboratories - which manufactured 

clomcpate API for usc in Abbott's branded clwdtepatc -- to inquire about punhasing 

(:lorazepate APT. cvcn though FDA regulations effectively precluded Mylan from using, for at 

least a year, any Abbot1 clorazepalt APL 

XIV. 

THIRD CLAIM FOR RELIEF 

AGREEMENT lN RESTRAINT OF TR4DE ON LORAZEPAM 

63. The Statcs reallege and incorporate by reference paragraphs 1 through 54. 

64. MyIan's exclusive licensing agreement with Cambrcx and Profmaco, pursuant 

lo which Mylan obtajned b e  exclusivs right to Pmfarmaco's supply of lorazepam API, and 

(Ziyma's compliance with it, unreasonably rcsiricts cornpeurion and constitutes an unreasonable 

~snaint  of tradt in violation of Section 1 of the Sherman Act, 15 U.S.C. 8 1. 

65. Under this licensing agreement. Mylan licensed. on a ten year exclusive basis. 

I'rofarmaco's lorucpam API. The p u p s e  or effect of this agrcemcnt is to foreclose 

srtbsrantially the supply of lorazepam API to MyIan3 competitors. thereby restraining trade and 
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competition in h e  gcnaic lorazepam tablets market and enabling Mylan to raise prices 

significantly. 

66. This agreement is not w o n a b l y  necessary to ac~mpl iah  aay procompetidve 

objtctive. MOMVGC. any justification that may exist docs not outweigh tbe substantial 

adticompetitive effect of Defendants' conduct. 

XV. 

FOURTH CLAIM FOR RELIEF 

AGREEMENT IN RESTRlUNT OF TRADE ON CLQRAZTiPATE 

67. The States rcallcge and incorporate by rcfmnce paragraphs 1 through 54. 

68. Mylan's exclusive licensing agreement with Cambrex and Rofarmaco, pursuant 

to which Mylan obtained the exclusive right to Profanw's  supply of clorazcpatc Am. and 

( M a ' s  compliance with it, unreasonably reslricts competition and constitutes an urnasonable 

resuaint of trade in violation of Section 1 of thc Sherman Act, 15 U.S.C. 4 1. 

69. Under this licensing agreement. Mylan licensed, on a ten yea exclusive basis, 

F'rofarrnaco's clorazcpate APL The purpose or effect of this agrccmcnt is to fortclasc 

:substantially the supply of clorazcparc API to Mylan's competitors, thereby testraining trade and 

 ompe petition in the generic clorazepate tablets marker and cnabling Mylan to raise prices 

:$ ~gnificandy . 

70. This agreement is not reasonably necessary to accomplish any procompetitive 

objective. Moreover, any justification that may exist does not outweigh the substantial 

ru~ticompctitive cffcct of Defendants' conduct. 
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XVI. 

FIlTH CLAIM FOR RELIEF 

MONOPOLIZATION OF GENERIC LORAZEPAM TAB= MARKET 

71. The States rcallege and incorporate by reference paragraphs 1 lhmugh 54. 

72. Mylan obtained monopoly power in the generic lorazqarn tablets market in 

kiolatioo of Scction 2 of the Sherman Act, 15 U.S.C. 8 2. Using this monopoly powu; Mylan 

raiscd the pricc of generic lorszepam tablets by amounts ranging fiom 1.900 p e n t  to over 

2,600 percent depending on thc bottle sizc aod strength. 

73. Mylan willfully acqulnd its monopoly power by entering into an exclusive 

ljwnsing agrrsmcnt for Profarmaco's lorazepam APL This exclusive license prbvidcd Mylan 

c~~mplctc control over Profarmam's supply of lorazepam API in the United States market, which 

anablcd Mylan to deny its actual or potential competitors access to this essential ingredient for 

p'oducing generic lorazepam tablets and sigdificantly raise prices. 

X W .  

SIXTH CLAIM FOR W I E F  -- ATTEMPTED 

MONOPOLIZATION OF GENERIC LORAZEPAM TABLETS MARKET 

74. Thc Sratcs rcallege and incorporate by reference paragraphs 1 through 54. 

75. Mylan acted with a spec~fic intent to monopolize. and to destroy competition in, 

thc gcneric lorazepam tablets market, in violation of Scction 2 of the Sherman Act. 15 U.S.C. 

8 2. Mylan devised and implemented i~ calculated campaign to raise the price and profitability of 

1o:razepam by locking up the supply of Iorazepam API, the most essential ingrtdicnt for making 

generic lorazepam tablets. 
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76. Mylan has willfully engaged in a come of exclusionary conduct in order to obtain 

ra monopoly in rbe generic lori\~eparn t&lcts market. including, inter alia: 1) entering into an 

~:xc$sive licensing dgrecmcnt for hfarmaco's lorazepam API; md 2) approaching SST - thc 

only other activc distributor of lorazepam API to generic manufacf~~S in the United States - 

j~roposing a similar liansing arrangement for FIS's lorazcpm API, even though Mylan could 

not even use any of mS's lomepam API because of FDA regulations. 

77. At the time Mylan en& in these acts, it had a dangerous probability of 

s~~cceeding m controlling the supply of lorazcpam API and excluding its competitors. Mylan, by 

o'blaining the exclusive liansing agrccmcnt with Cambrex, hofannaco, and Gyma, pnvcntcd 

c;crtain cornpetiron from obtaining lorazepam API, enabling Mylan to significantly raise pricts. 

Idad SST agreed to Mylan's proposal, it would have denied lorazepam API to other competitors 

ruid potentid competitors, allowing Mylan to acquire or maintain monopoly power in the generic 

lclrazepam tablets market. 

xvm. 

SEVENTH CLaIM FOR RELIEF 

MONOPOLIZATION OF GENERIC CLORAZEPATE TABLETS MARKET 

78. The Staws reallege and incorporate by reference paragraphs 1 through 54. 

79. Mylan possessed monclpoly power in h e  generic clorazepate tablets market in 

violation of Section 2 of thc Sherman Act. 15 U.S.C. 4 2. Using this monopoly power. Mylan 

ra~sed the price of generic lomparn  tablcrs by amounts ranging from 1,900 percent to over 

3,200 pcrccnt, dcpcnding on the bottle size and strength. 
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80. MyIan willfully acquired its mon&ly pow= by atering into an exclusive 

l i m i n g  agreement for Profannaco's clomcpate APL This exclusive license provided Mylan 

with complete conml over Rofamaco's supply of clorazepate API in Ule United States market, 

which enabled Mylm to deny its actual or potential competitors acctss tb this essential ingruIicnt 

for producing generic clorazepatc tablets and s i ~ c a n t l y  d e  prices. 

m. 
EIGHTH CLAIM FOR RELIEF 

ATEMFTED MONOPOLIZATION OF GENERIC UORAZEPATE TABLETS MARKET 

81. The States rcallcge and incorporate by nference paragruphs 1 through 54. 

82. Mylan acted with a specific intent to monopolize, and to desrroy competition in, 

Ihc generic clorazepate tablets market in violation of Section 2 of the S h a n  Act. 15 

lJ.S.C. 5 2. Mylan devised and implemented a caiculatcd campaign to raise rhe price and 

profitability of clorazepate by locking up thc supply of clorazepate API, the most essential 

ingredient for making clorazepatc tablets. 

83. Mylan bas willfulIy engaged in a course of exclusianary conduct in order to obtain 

a monopoly in the gencric lomcpam tablets market, including, intcr alia, entering into an 

txclusivc licensing agreement for Profannaco's clorazcpatc API. 

84. At the time Mylan engaged in rhcsc acts, it had a dangerous probability of 

succeeding in controlling the supply of clorazcpatc API and excluding its competitors. Mylan, by 

obtaining the exclusive licensing agrecmcnt with Carnbrex. Profarmaco and G y m  prevented 

c e d n  competitors from obtaining cloraupatc API, enabling Mylan to significantly raise prices. 

XX. 
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NINhI CLAIM FOR RELIEF 

PRICE FIXING AGREEMENT ON L O W A M  API 

85. The States reallege and incorporate by reference m p h s  1 through 54. 

86. Mylan. Cambrex. Profarmaco, Gyma. aod SST conspired to fix, raise, or stabilize 

the p i c a  of lorarrpam API, aper se violation of Section 1 of the Shcrman Act. 15 U.S.C. 5 1. 

87. In furtherance of this conspiracy, Mylm mt with SST in Piarburgh, Pennsylvania 

on or around November 20.1997. At this meeting, or o h w i s e  in the course of their exchanges 

of information before and after it, Mylan and SST conspiRd and reached M agrcemcnt to fix, 

raise, or stabilize the price of lorazepam APL Among otha things. SST agreed to raise the price 

of lorazepam API to its customers. 

88. In accordance with this agreement. Mylan subsrantially raised the pricc of its 

lorazepam tablets, and by virtue of its profit sharing amgement wirh Cambrex. Profarmaco, and 

Gyma substantially raised the cffoctive price of Profarmam's loraztpam APL Also in 

accordance with this agreement, SST substantially raised the price of its loazcpam API. By 

raising the price of its lorazepam API. SST cnsured that its customers would follow Mylan's 

pricing for generic lorazepam tablets. This agreement further ensured Mylan's ability to promote 

the success of its unlawful schemc and maintain supracompetitive pdcw for lorazcpam. 

XXI. 

.SUPPLEMENTAL STATE LAW CLAIMS 

89. Plaintiff State of Alaska repeats and realleges each and every allegation contained 

.In paragraphs 1 through 88 with thc same force and effect as if hue set forth in full. 

90. The  aforementioned practices by Defendants were in violation of the 

IMonopolics and Restraint of Trade Act. AS 45.50.562 ct seq., and the Alaska Unfair Trade 

l?ractices and Consumct Prokction Act. AS 45.50.471 ct seq. 

91. Plaintiff State of Arkansas repeats and realleges each and cvcry allegation 

c:ontained in paragraphs 1 through 88 wirh the same force and effect bs if hem set fonh in full. 
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92. The aforementioned practices by Defendants we= in violation of Arkansas law 

concerning prohibited practices in rwtraint of trade and monopolies generally, found at Ark. 

Code Ann. scc. 4-75-301 et seq. and the Arkansas Deceptive Trade Practices Act found at Ark. 

Codc Ann. scc. 448-101 et scq. 

93. Plaintiff State of California repeats and d e g t s  each and evcry allegation 

contained in partIgraphs 1 through 88 with rhe same forcc and effect as if here set forth in full. 

94. The aforementioned practices by Defendants were in violation of tbc Cmwright 

Act, California Business and Professions Code Sections 16700 et scg., and the California Unfair 

Competition Act. California Business and Professions Code Sections 17200 d ssq. 

95. Plaintiff State of Colorado repcats and rcallegcs each and evcry allegation 

conrained in paragraphs 1 through 88 with the same force and effect as if here set forth in full. 

96. Thc aforementioned practices of Defendants were in violation of the Colorado 

Antitrust Act of 1992, 5s  64104 and 6-4-105, C.R.S. (1998). 

97. Plaintiff State of Connecricul repeats and realleges each and every allegation 

contained in paragraphs I through 88 with thc same force and cffect as if here set forth in full. 

98. The aforcmentioncd practices of Defendants were in violation of thc Connecticut 

Antit~st Act, Corn. Gtn. Star Sections 35-24 cr seq., and thc Connecticut Unfair Trade 

Practices Acr. Conn. Gen. Stat. Swtions 42-1 10% cr seq. The Statc of Connecticut is entitled to 

redress pursuant to 95 35-32, 35-34, 35-38. 42-1 lorn and 42-1 100 of the Connecticut General 

Slatutes. 

99. Plaintiff District of Columbia repears and realleges each and every allegation 

 conr rained in paragraphs I through 88 with the same force and effect as if h a  set forth in fa. 
100. The aforementioned practices by Dcfcndants were in violation of the District of 

IColumbia Antitrust Act of 1980. D.C. Codc 28-4501 er seq. (1996 Rpl.). 

101. Plaintiff State of Florida repeats and realleges each and every allegation contained 

in paragmphs 1 through 88 with the salne force and cffect as if set fortb in full herein. 
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102. The nforcmentioned mces by &fendants were in violation of Chapter 542, 

Florida Statutes (the Plorida Antitrust Act of 1980), and Chapter 501. Part 4 Florida Statutes 

(the Florida Deceptive and Unfair Trade Practices Act). Florida Anomey General R o h  A. 

Butterworth brings this action in pan as an "enforcing authoriry" designated under the Florida 

h p t i v e  and Unfair Trade Practices Act (Chapter 501, Pen II, Florida Statutes. and particularly 

sections 91.207 and 501.203(2)) on behalf of all "cansl~rncrs" (as defined in section 501.203(7), 

Florida Statutes) who purchase or purchdJed lorazcpam or clorazepate at supracomperitive prices 

either directly from Dcfcndants or indirectly through others in tbC chain of distribution. The 

violations of section 501.204, Florida Statutes, herein alleged have ~ m e d  in or afftcted, snd 

are occurring in or affecting, more than one judicial circuit of the State of Florida. 

103. Plaintiff State of Idaho repeats and rcallegcs cach and every allegation contained 

.n paragraphs 1 through 88 with thc same force and effect a if set foIfh in full herein. 

104. The aforcmcntioned practices by Defendants were in violation of the Idaho 

~btttrust Law. Idaho Code #$48-101 el seq.. and were unconscionabie acts or pracbces in 

violation of Idaho Code 5 48-603(18) of the Idaho Consumer Protection Act. The State of Idaho 
, 

is entitled to redress pursuant to Idaho Codc Sections 48-103. 48-112, 48-114, 48-606, and 48- 

W, Idaho Codt. The Attorney General finds that the purposes of titlc 48. chapter 6, ldaho 

Code. will be subsrantially and materially lmpaired by delay in instituting this anion. 

105. Plainuff State of Illinois repeats and malleges each and cvely allegation contain4 

i n  paragraphs 1 through 88 with the same force and effcct as if set fonh in full hertm. 

106. The aforcrncntioncd practices by the Defendants were in violation of the Illinois 

Cintitrust Act, 740 LCS 10n. 

107. Plaintiff Sute of Iowa rcpearr; and nallcges cach and every allegation conrained in 

]paragraphs 1 through 88 with the somc forcc and cffecr as if set fonh in full herein. 

108. The aforementioned pri~criccs by thc Defendants were in violation of thc Iowa 

Competition Law, Iowa Code sections 553.4 and 553.5. 
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109. Plaiatiff Commonwealth of h t u c k ~  spats and d e g s  edch and cvuy 

allegation contained in paragraphs 1 thraugb 88 with the m e  force and efftct as if set fonh in 

full herein. 

110. The aforementioned practices by the Defendants were in violation of Kentucky 

Revised Statutes (KRS) 367.175. and the Kentucky Consumer Rotccrjon AEf KRS 367.110 ct 

scq. 

111. Pursuant to KRS 367.110 et stq. the Commonwealth of Kentucky brings this 

action for three times the amount of damages sustained by the Commonwealth of Kentucky and 

irs natural person citizens, together with costs and attorneys fees, civil penalties and all available 

~cquitablc relief. including injunctive relief and estitution and disgorgemcnt. 

112. Plaintiff State of Louisiana repeats and realleges each and every allegation 

contained in paragraphs 1 through 88 with the same forcc and effcct as if set forth in full huein. 

113. The afofemcntioned practices of Defendants w m  in violation of the Louisiana 

Monopolics Act. Louisiana Rcvised Statures (ra. R.S.) 51:121, et ~ c q .  and the Louisiana Unfair 

Trade and Consumer Protection Act, La. R.S. 51: 1401, ct s q .  Thc State of Louisiana is entitled 

lo rcdrcss pursuant to La R.S. 51:136-139 and La. R.S. 51:1404B, La  R.S. 51:1407-1409. 

114. Pursuant to La. R.S. 137 and 138, and La. R.S. 51:140QB, 1408-1409 and 1414. 

iind actidg under the Attorney General's specific authority to bring all Louisiana Monopolies Act 

rictions and any unfair uadc action, the Sfate of Louisiana brings this action to recover three 

times the damages suffered by Louisiana consumers andlor state agencies as a result to 

Ikfendults' illegal, anticompctitivc conduct. 

115. The Sratc of Louisiana also seeks statutory penalties, costs. disburscmenrs and 

snomtys fees from Defendants, as well as all available injunctive rclicf pursuant to La. R.S. 122- 

123.129.130.138 and 139, La R.S. 51:1404B, 1408. 1409 and 1414. 

116. Plaintiff State of Maine rcpcats and rcallcgcs each and every allegation contained 

:ill paragraphs 1 through 88 with the same forcc and effect as if here set forth in full. 
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117. Thc af~ment ioncd by Defmdant wcrc in violation of Mainc Revised 

!htutcs Annotated. 10 M.R.SA. 5 1101 ct sq., and Maine's Unfair Trade Practices Ad, 5 

1bI.R.S.A. 8 205-A et seq. 

118. Plpintiff State of Michigan Xpeats and realleges each and cvcry allegation 

contained in paragraphs 1 through 88 with the same force and effect if here set forth in full. 

119. The aforcmcntioned practices by Defendants were, and arc. in violation of the 

Ivtichigar Antieust Reform Act MCL 445.771 et scq. and the Michigan Consumer Protection 

Act MCL 445.901 et seq. Thc State of Michigan is entitled to redress pursuant to MCL 445.777, 

IdCL 445.778 and MCL 445.901 et scq. 

120. Plaintiff State of Minnesota repeats and r d e g c s  cach and cvcry allegation 

contained in paragraphs 1 thmugh 88 with thc same force and cffcct as if set fonh in full herein. 

121. The aforementioned practiffis by Defendants were in violation of the Minnesota 

a~ltitrust law of 1971, Minn Stat. 55  325D.49-325D.66 (1998). 

122. The Statc of Minnesota is entitled to relief pursuant to Minn. Stat. 9 8.31; Minn. 

Slat. $5 325D.49-325D.66; and, its authority to bring actions as parens patriae on behalf of 

MIinnesota consumers. 

123. Plaintiff State of Missouri repeats and realleges cach ~d cvery allcgdon 

contained in paragraphs 1 through 88 with the same force and effect as if hem sct forth in full. 

124. Thc aforernenrioned practices by Defendants wcrc in violation of the Missouri 

Antimust Law, !&416.031.i. 416.031.2. and 416.031.3. Rcviwd Statutes of Missouri 1994, and in 

violation of the Merchandising Practices Acr. $407.020, Revised StaNtcs of Missouri 1994. 

125. Plaintiff Stare of New Mexico repeats and reallcgcs each and cvcry allegation 

contained in paragraphs 1 through 88 with the samc force and effcct as if here set fonh in full 

hc:rein. 

126. Pan of the trade or commerce affected by rhe aforementioned practices was within 

bl~?w Mexico. 
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127. The aforementioned practices of Defendants were in violation of the New Mexico 

Antitrust Acf N.M. Stat. Am. 8 57-1-1 tO 57-1-15 (1998). 

128. Plaintiff State of New York repeats and realleges each and every allegation 

contained in paragraphs 1 though 88 with the same force and effect as-if hen stt  fonh in full. 

129. Dcfmdants' practices violate New York Gcnual B ~ i n c s s  Law DO 340-347, and 

also constitute fraudulent or illegal acts under New YO* EX=. Law Q 63(12). 

130. Plaintiff State of North Carolina repeats and reallegcs each and every allegation 

contained in paragraphs 1 throhgh 88 with the same force and effecr as if bere Set forth in full. 

131. The afoforcmmtioncd practices by Defendants were in violation of N.C. Gcn. 

Stat 86 75-1, -1.1, -2 and -2.1, and were in lcnowing violation of law. 

132. Plaintiff State of Ohio repeats md rcallegcs cach and c v q  allegation contained in 

paragraphs 1 through 88 with rbc same forcc and effect as if set fonb in full herein. 

133. The rifomncntioned practices by Defendants were in violation of Ohio's antitrust 

law, thc Ohio Valentine Act, Ohio Rev. Code 89 1331.01 er scq.. Ohio Rcv. Code 8 109.81, and 

the common law of Ohio. 

134. Pursuant to Ohio Rev. Codc §§ 109.81. 1331.03. 1331.08 and 133 1.1 1, the State 

of Ohio brings this action for two times the amount of damages sustained by the Statc and iu  

natural person citizens. together with costs ,and attorney fees, civil penalties, and all other 

available equitable relicf, including injunctive relief and nslitution and disgorgcmcnt. 

135. Plaintiff State of Oklahoma repeats and reallcges each and every allegation 

'contained in paragraphs 1 through 88 with the same force and effect as if set forth in full hercin. 

136. The aforcmentioncd practices by Defendants were in violation of 79 Okla Stat  

i5201-212 (Oklahoma Antinst Reform Act) and 15 Okla. Stat. $751 ct seq. (Oklahoma 

I3nsumer Protection Act). 

137. Plaintiff State of Oregon repcats and realleges cach and every allegation contained 

in paragraphs 1 through 88 with thc sanc force and effecr as if set fonh in full btrcin. 
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138. The aforementioned practices by the Defendants wcre in violation of ORS 

646.725 and ORS 646.730 of the Oregon Antitrust Act, ORS 646.705, et sq. 

139. The State of Oregon brings this action for civil penaltics and all available 

equitable relief, including injunctive relief, rrsdtution and disgorgemnt, together with 

:reimbursement of reasonable attorneys fccs, e x p a '  fees, and costs from Defendants, pvrsuant to 

13RS 646.760.616.770.646.775, and rhe authority ~ulder Oregon common law. 

140. Plaintiff State of South Carolina rcpMus and rcallegcs cach and eveIy allegarion 

c:ontained in paragraphri 1 through 88 with the samc force and effect as if set fonh in full henin. 

141. The afonmcntioncd practices by Dcfendants wcre in violation of South Carolina 

Code of Laws $8 39-5-10, et seq. The State of South Carolina is entitled to rtdrcss pursuant to 

58 39-5-50 and 39-5-1 10 of the South Carolina General Statutes. 

142. Plaintiff Statc of South Dakota rcpcats and realleges cach and every allegation 

c:ontained in paragraphs 1 through 88 with the samc force and effect as if h a  set forth in full. 

143, The aforementioned practices of Defendants were in violation of South Dakota 

antitrusr law SDCL ch. 37-1. The State of South Dakota and persons it represents arc entitled to 

rcdrcss pursuant io SDCL 37-1-14.2, l4.3,32 and 33. 

144. Plaintiff State of Tcnnesscc repeats and realleges each and cvcry allegation 

contained in pagraphs I through 88 with the same force and effect as if set forth in full herein. 

145. The aforcmcntioned practices of Defendants were in violation of Tenn. Code Ann. 

8 47-25-101 er seq. The State of Tennessee is entitled to damages pursuant to Tenn. Code Am. 

5 47-25- 106. 

146. The State of Tcnncsscc also brings this acrion pursuant to Tenn. Code Ann.. 5 8-6- 

109 to recsvcr damages punuant to Term. Code Ann. 5 47-25-106 suffered by Tennessee 

jzovernrnental entities as a result of  thc Defcndhnts' illcgal and anriwmpctitive acts. The State of 

'Icnncssee also seeks peaaltia. costs, disbursements and attorney fces from Defendants. together 

with any and all injunctive relief to which the Statc of Tennessee may be entitled. 
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147. Thc afortmcntioned practices by Defendants' were in violation Tcnn. Code Ann. 

$ 47-18-101 er seq. (the Tennessee Cunsumcr Prottction Act of 1977). The Statc of Tennessee is 

entitled to recover three (3) tim the damages suffered as a lcdult of Defendants' illegal and 

anticompctitive actioh, together with a civil penalty of $1,000.00 for each violation of the Act 

148. Acting undcr the authority of rhe Attorney G e n d  and Reporter pursuant to Tenn. 

C:odc Ann. $ 47-18-108, the State of Tennessee brings this action under Tcnn. Code Ann. 4 47- 

18-101 e! seq. (the Tennessee Consumer protection Act) to m v e r  thrcc (3) times the damages 

]pursuant to Tcnn. Code Ann. 5 47-18-106 su f f ed  by Tennessee consumers as a nsulr of the 

:C)efe~dants' illegal and anticompetitive actions together wirh a civil penalty of 51.000.00 for 

~:ach violation of the Act. 

149. The S m  of Tennessee also btings this action pursuant to Tenn. Code Ann. $8 8- 

15-109 and 47-18-101 er seq. (the Tcnnwsw Consumer Rotcction Act) to recover three (3) times 

llie damages pursuant to Tcnn. Code Ann. 6 47-18-106 et seq. suffered by Tc~essee  

~:overnmcntal entities as a result of the Defendants' illegal and anticompetitin acts together with 

ii civil penalty of $1,000.00 for each violation of the Act. The Statc of Tennessee also seeks 

~coalties, cosr~, disbursements and attorney fees from Defendants, together with any and all 

irijunctive relief to which tho Statc of Tennessee may be entirled. 

150. Plaintiff Statc of Texas repeats and realleges each and every allegation contained 

in paragraphs 1 through 88 with the same force and effect as if set fonh in full herein. 

151. The aforementioned practices of Defendants were in violation of Texas Business 

ruld Commerce Code. 815.05 (a). (b). The State of Texas is entitled to redress pursuant to 

li 15.20(a). (b) of thc Tcxas Business and Commerce Code. 

152. Plaintiff Srate of Utah repeats and re~lleges tach and cvcry allegation contained in 

paragraphs 1 through 88 with the same force and cffcct as if sct fonh in full herein. 

153. The aforementioned practices of Defendants were in violation of the Utah 

Antitrust Act. Utah Code Ann. $5 76-10-91 1 cr scq. 
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154. The Statc of Utab seeks injunctive relief, a civil p a l t y  of $500,000 per nolation. 

(costa of suit, and w o n a b l e  anomeys fees as pmvidcd by the Utah Antitrust A 4  Utah C~dc  

Cmn. 56 76-1&918 and 76-10-919 (3). 

155. The Stare of Utah also briogs this action pursuant to Utah Code Ann. 9 13-5- 14 on 

lbehalf of rbc State of Utah as a purchaser of pharmaceuticals and as parem pamhe on behalf of 

'Lltah purchasm for violations of the Utab Unfair Trade Practices Act, Utah Codc Ann. 5 13-5-3 

5 )  ( 6  Thc State of Utah seeks to recover three times thc damages suffend by Utab 

13ovunme~l;ll entities and Utah consumen as a result of Defendants' illegal, anticompetitive 

c~onduct. h addition to the treble damages, thc State of Utah seeks all available injunctive relief 

i~vailable under Utah Codc Ann. g 13-5-14 and its costs. 

156. Plaintiff Srate of Vermont repeats cach and cvuy allegation contained in 

paragraphs 1 through 88 with the samc force and effect as if hue sct fonh in full. 

157. The aforementioned practices by Defendants were in violation of the Vermont 

Consumcr Fraud Act, 9 V.S.A. 5 2453. 

158. Pursuant to 9 V S.A. $9 2458 and 2461, and acting under the Vermont Attorney 

(jencral's authority to pursue actions as patens patnac, thc State of Vermont brings ms action to 

recover three limes the ddmagcs suffcrcd by Vcrmont consumers as a result of Defendants' 

illegal, an~icornpetitivc conduct. 

159. Thc Statc of Vermont also brings this action pursuant to 9 V.S.A. $5 2458 and 

2461, to mover three times the damagcs sustained by the Srate, togcther with COS~S and attorneys 

fees, civil penalties, and all other available equitable relief, including injunctive relief, restitution 

and disgorgcmcnt 

160. Plaintiff Stuc of Washington repeats and rcalleges cach and cvery allegalion 

contained in paragraphs 1 through 88. 

161. The aforementioned practices by Defendants wcre and we in violation of Wash. 

E!sv. Code 19.86.010 et seq. 
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1 6 2  Plaintiff State of West V i a  re- and realleges edch and cvcry allegation 

~antaincd in paragraphs 1 through 88 with the same force and cf fa t  as if sct forth in full herein. 

163. The aforementioned practices by Defendants we= in violation of the West 

'Virginia A4timrst Aa, W. V& Code 1 47-18-1 et seq., and in violarion of the West Virginia 

Consumer Credit and Protection Aa. W. Va Code 9 44A-1-101 rt seq. 

164. Plaintiff Slate o f  Wisconsin repeats and realleges each and every allegation 

contained in paragraphs 1 through 88 wirh the same foicc and effect as if set forth in full herein. 

165. The aforementioned practices by Defendants were in violation of the Wisconsin 

:T~sts and Monopoiics A c l  Wis. Stats. 9 133.03. 

m. 
JURY TRIAL DEMAND 

166. The Stares demand trial by jury. pursuant to Rule 38@) of the Federal Rules of 

Civil Procedure, of dl issues triable of right by jury. 

m. 
PRAYER FOR W I E F  

WHEREFORE, rhe States pray that kt Court: 

1. Adjudge and decree that Defendants have engaged in conduct in violation of 

Sections 1 and 2 of the Sherman Act. 15 U.S.C. $5 1 and 2; 

2. Adjudge and dccree that Defendants have engaged in conduct in violation of the 

state stalutes enumerated io Paragraphs 89 through 165; 

3. Enjoin and reswain. punuant to sfare and federal law, the ~ifcndants, their 

:iffiliates, assigoecs. subsidiaries. successon and transferees, and the officers, dirtctors. partners, 

11,gencs and employees thereof, and all other pcnons acting or claiming to act on heir behalf or in 

~:~>nce~t with hem, from continuing, maintaining or rcnewing thc contracts, combinations or 

conspiracies alleged herein, or from engaging in any other contract, combination or conspiracy 
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tiaving a similar pup@.% or cffccf and fmm adopting or following any practice, pkn, p m v  or 

dlcviw having a similar purpose or effect; 

4. Declan void and unenforceable the exclusive agrcemenll entered into by 

1)efcndants Mylm, Cambrex, Pmfannaco and Gyma dated November 14, 1997; 

5. Enter judgment for rhe States and award all other available equitable relief. 

uocluding. but not limited to, restitution and dbgorgement, as the Court finds necessary to redress 

:Ekfcndants' violations of State and federal law; 

6. Award each State rhc costs of this action, including reasonable attorneys' fees. 

;and, when applicable expert fees; 

7. Enter judgment for the States for three (3) times the amount of damages sustained 

I3y thc Stares (as direct purchasers or assignees of & i t  purchasers) as allowed by federal law, 

~:ogether with che costs of this action, including reasonable attorncys' fees; 

8. Enra judgment for the States of Alaskq California, Colorado, Florida, Idaho. 

IOlinois, Louisiana. Maine, Minncsotq New Mexico. New York, North Carolina South Dakota. 

.lennessec. Utah. Vermont. West Virginia. Wisconsin; and thc Commonwealth of Kentucky for 

~tuce (3) times the amount of damages sustained by thc States. (including damages for medical 

~r:imbursement programs) and thc entities they rcprcsent, or on whose behalf this suit is bmught. 

r; allowcd by State law. together with the costs of this action, including reasonable attorncys' 

ttxs; 

9. Enter judgment for the States of Alaska. California, Illinois, Louisiana Mainc, 

lvtichigan, Minnesota, Ncw Mexico. New York. South Dakota, Tennessee, Utah. Vermont. Wcst 

'J'irgjnia, Wisconsin, the Commonwcalrh of Kentucky; and the District of Columbia for three (3) 

times rht amount of damqes sustained by the persons thcy represent, or on whose behalf rhis 

is brought. as allowed by state law, togcthcr with rhc. cosu of this action, including 

1e:asonable attorneys' fees; 
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10. Enter judgment for tbc States of Arkansas, Colorado. Iowa, Michigan. Oklahoma. 

Tennessee and Washington, and for the District of Columbia, for the damages sustained by the 

!;tat= and the District of ~olumbia, (iluding damagw for medical reimbursement programs) 

rind the entities they represent, or on whose behalf this suit is brought, as dowed by Slate law. 

toget!m with the costs of this action, including reasonable a m m y s '  fees, 8s sllowcd by State 

law; 

11. Entu judgment for thc States of Arkansas. Florida, Iowa, Missouri, Oklahoma and 

i r c ~ e s s ~  for the damages sustained by rbe persons they represent. or on whose behalf this suit is 

brought, as allowed by state law, together with the costs of Ws action, including reasonable 

ratomeys' fees; 

12. Entcr judgment for the State of Ohio for two (2) times the amount of damages 

sustained by the State and the persons it repmcnts as allowed by state law, together wirh costs 

2nd reasonable attorneys' fees, and all other equitable relief, including injunctive ~ l i e f .  

restitution and disgorgcmcnt; 

13. Entcr judgment for thc Plaintiff States of Mainc and South Carolina under state 

law, for damages as may be necessary to restore any person or entity who has suffered any 

zscenainable loss by reason of the use or cmploymcni of defendants' unlawful merhcds, acts or 

practices and any monies which may have been acquired by means of the unlawful practices of 

the defendants, together wirh thc costs of this action, including reasonable attorneys' f m .  

14. Enur judgment for the States of Alaska. Arkansas, California, Colorado, 

(:onnccticut. Florida, Idaho, Illinois, Iowa. Louisiana. Maine, Michigan, Minnesota, Missouri, 

New Mexico, New York, North Carolina. Ohio. Oregon, South Carolina, Sollth Dakota. 

Tennessee. Texas, Utah, Vcrmonl. Washington, West Virginia, Wisconsin; and the 

Commorrwcalth of Kentucky against ihe Defendants for rhc maximum civil penalties allowable 

under the laws of each State; 
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15. Enter judgmcnt for the State of Temessee, its govcrnmeatal cntitics and for 

consumers damaged as a result of Defendants' actions denying the Defendants and each of them 

the right to do and be prohibited from doing business in the State of Tennessee; 

16. Declm thet pursuant to Tern. Code Ann. 4 47-25-104@), the Defendants and 

cach of them bc denied thc rigbt to do and be prohibited from doing buincss in thc Stak of 

Tcnnesset: 

17. Enter judgment pursuant to Wis. Srats. 5 133.14 for the Sratc of Wisconsin and its 

consumers 1) declaring void any and all contracts or agrmnents founded upon, rhe result of, 

,growing out of, or wnnectcd with, the violations of the Wisconsin Trusts and Monopolies Act. 

Wis. Star 5 133.03, cithcr directly or indirectly; and. 2) for all payments ma& by the Srate of 

Wisconsin and its consumers which relate, directly or indkctly, to such contracts or agreements; 

18. Grant such other and further relief, including all other available quitable relief, as 

I he case may require and the Court may dccm just and proper to redress Defendants' violations of 

:Stare md fcdcral law; 
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Rcspuportfully submitted this 6h day o f  &- 1999. 

MME MTCR 
Attorney G e n d  
Statc of Minnesota 

BY: 

Mi= Atty. #256201 

Minn. Atty. #247303 
Assistant Attorneys &nerd 
Antitrust and Comrncrce Division 
Minnesota Attorney Gencrsl's Office 
N.C.L. Tower, Suite 1200 
445 Minnesota Street 
St. Paul. MN 55101 
(65 1) 296-7575 

Counsel for Minnesota 
and on behalf of the Plaintiff States 
(lisred below) 
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STATE of A L A m  
BRUCE U BO'l'IjLHO 
Attomcy General 
Davced A Schwrutz 
Assistant Attorney h e a l  
Comma P,tection/Antitmst Unit 
1031 W. Fo'ounh Avenue, Suite 200 
Anchorage, Alaska 99501 
((907) 269-5 100 

!STATE of ARKANSAS 
KlARK PRY OR 
~~ttomcy Gtnera] 
' k m a  Brown 
Assistant Attorney General 
;!oO Tower Building 
323 Center Street 
Iitrlc Rock. AR 72201-2601 
(501) 682-6150 

STATE of CALIFORNIA 
BILL LOCKYER 
linorncy General 
F:odcrick E. Walston 
C!hicf Assistant Attorney General 
:Eiarbara M. Motz 
P,cting Assistant Attorney General 
l\iaralic S. Manzo 
1:kputy Attorney General 
3130 South Spring St.. Suits 5000 
1-0s hgeles ,  California 90013 
(;!13) 897-2704 
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!STATE of COLORADO 
IKENSALAZAR 
,4t~ncy CZencral 
.Ian Michael Zavislan 
lymt Assistant Attomty Gennal 
Maria E BerkenL0ttc.r 
~esisrant Attorney General 
'IS25 Sherman Street, 5th Floor 
lknvcr, CO 80203 
(303) 866-5079 

STATE of CONNECTICUT 
RICHARD BLUMENTHAL 
rimmy General 
Steven M Rutstein 
Ikpartmcnt Head 
fhtitrust nnd Consumer Protection Depattmcnt 
h o l d  B. Fcigin 
Assistant Attorney General 
110 Sherman $wet 
tiartford, CT 06 105 
(860) 808-5400 

.DISTRICT of COLUMBIA 

.IOHN M. FERREN 
C:orporation Counscl 
1A.obcrt R Rigsby 
]Deputy Corporation Counsel 
IEnforccment Division 
(_'harlotre W. Parker 
Dimtor, C~vil Division 
Bennea Rushkoff 
Special Counsel 
Stuan Cameron 
i4ss1stant Corporauon Counsel 
441 4th Sueel. N.W., Suite 6N72 
1alashington. D C. 20001 
(202) 727-6240 
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:STATE of FLORIDA 
iROBERT A. BUTERWORTH 
Attorocy O e d  
Mcia A. Conners 
CWef, Antirmst Section 
Kimberly L King 
Pem H. Williams 
~Qsismf Anorncys Geatml 
PI-41, The Capitol 
Tallahassee, FL 32399-1050 
(8SO) 414-3600 

SiTATE of IDAHO 
l W  G. LANCE 
Attorney General 
Wren T. DeLange 
.Ckputy Anomcy General 
1C:onsumu Protection Unit 
'700 W. Jefferson Street, Room 210 
Boise, ID 83720-0010 
(208) 334-2424 

STATE of ILLINOIS 
Ji9MES E. RYAN 
,lttorncy General 
(Ihristinc H. Rosso 
Chief, Antitrust Bureau 
Don R. Sampen 
Assistaot Anorney Gene& 
100 West Randolph Smet 
CIhicago, IL 60601 
(312) 814-5610 

STATE of IOWA 
IIHOMAS J. MILLER 
Anorney General 
WilIiam L. Brauch 
Special Assistant Attorney General 
John F. Dwyer 
Altomey, Iowa Dcpanmenr of Justice 
310 Maple Smet 
&s Moines, IA 503 19 
(!i15) 281-8414 
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COMMONWEALTE of KENTUCW 
.ALBERT BENJAMIN CHANDLER rn 
,Attanley G c n d  
David Vandcvcntcr 
.Assistant Attomcy Gcncral 
1M4 Capid Cenm Drive 
F d o n ,  KY 40M)Z2000 
(502) 696-5389 

STATE of LOUISIANA 
IUCHARD P. L6Y om 
Attorney Gcncral 
I'ue Bishop Johnson 
rksislant Attorney G e n d  
301 Main Strect. Suite 1250 
I3aton Rougc. LA 70804 
(504) 342-2754 

SLTATE of MAIh'E 
ANDREW KETTERER 
.Attorney General 
.Stephen L. Wessler 
.P,ssisrant Anomcy Gcneral 
I::hief. Public Prottction Division 
15 Stale House Station 
,9ugusts. ME 043334006 
(207) 626-8845 

!ITATE of MICHIGAN 
JENNIFER M. GRANITOW 
14norncy General 
I!aul Novak 
Assisrant Arromey General 
Consumer horection Division 
Antitrust and Franchise Scction 
CN:~OG. Menhen Williams Building 
525 W. Ottawa Street 
P. 0. Box 30213 
L,imsing, MI 48913 
(517) 373-71 17 
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STATE sf MINNESOTA 
MIKE HATCH 
Attomy General 
Ann Bcimdick Kinsella 
Pctcr B. Hofrenning 
Assistant Attorneys General 
Anrimst and Commerce Division 
N.C.L. Tower, Suite 12W 
445 Minnesota Strttt 
St. Paul. MN 55101 
(651) 296-7575 

STATE of MISSOURI 
EREMIAH W. (JAY) NXXON 
Attorney Gcncrnl 
Douglu M. Ommen, Chief C O U ~ K ~  
Michael J. Delaney, Assistant Auomey Gcncral 
lConsumer Protection Division 
I 1  1 North Seventh Street 
.Suite 204 
:St  Louis. MO 63 101 
11314) 340-68 16 

!STATE of h'EW MEXICO 
lyATRICIA A. MADRID 
i4ttorney General 
!;usan Whire 
Chief, Antitrust Unit 
lu2ichael P. Fricke 
~lssistant Attorney General 
ti301 Indian Schwl Road NE.. Suitc 400 
IUbuqueque. NM 871 10 
(505) 84 1-8098 
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STATE d NEW YORK 
ELIOT SPlTmR 
Attomcy General 
Stephen D. Houck 
'Chief, Antibust Burcau 
'Roben L. Wubbard 
,Susan E. Rain 
,Assistant AnOrn~y~ Genera 
120 Broadway, Suite 26-01 
IVew York, NY 1027 1 
(212) 4166163 

STATE of NORTH CAROLINA 
MICHAEL F. EASLEY 
~\ttomey Gcneral 
1C.D. Sturgis 
Assistant Attorney General 
Consumer Protcction/AnUtrust Section 
I 14 W. Edenton Street 
12.0.  Box 629 
Raleigh, NC 27602-0629 
(919) 716-6000 

,STATE of OHIO 
BETTY D MONTGOMERY 
Attorney General 
[)onen Johnson 
1:'hicf. Antitrusr Section 
R.aj Malik 
,A.ssisrant Atrorney General 
hlitchell L. Gentile 
:Senior Attorney 
140 East Town Skeet. 1st Floor 
Columbus. Ohio 43215 
(614) 466-4328 
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STATE of OKLAEIOMA 
W A .  DREW EDMONDSON 
A b m y  General 
Stnen J. Lippert 
Assistant Anorney General 
4545 N. Lincoln BoulevPrd 
Suite 2m 
Oklahoma City, OK 73105 
(405) 522-3082 

STATJI of OREGON 
HARDY MYERS 
Aaorney Gtdcral 
Andrew E. Aubertine 
Assistant Attorney General 
Department of Justice 
Justjcc Building 
1162 Coun Stnet NE, Suite I00 
Salem. OR 97310 
(503) 378-4732 

'COMMONWEALTH of PENNSYLVANIA 
ID. MICHAEL FISHER 
,4ltomey Gcncrd 
James A. Donahue III 
Chief Dcputy Attorney General 
14ntitrust Section 
lkncice Coven Zeve 
Ilcputy Attorney General 
14th Floor, Srrawbeny Squm 
Iiarrisburg, PA 17120 
(717) 787-4530 

STATE of SOUTH CAROLINA 
CHARLES M. CONDON 
.Pinorncy General 
ti:. Havird Joncs, Jr. 
:Senior Assistant Anomey General 
1R.cmbct-t C. Dcnnis Building 
1000 Assembly Street, Suite 501 
Columbia, SC 292 1 1 - 1549 
(803) 734-3970 
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STATE d SOUTH DAKOTA 
MARK BARNETT 
Aaomcy Genetal 
Jeffrcy P. HaU.m 
Assistant Attomcy General 
500 East capitol 
Piem. SD 57501-5070 
(605) 773-3215 

STATE of TENNESSEE 
PAUL G. SUMMERS 
Anomey General and Reporter 
Dennis J. Garvcy 
Deputy Attmcy Genwal 
Anti~ust Division 
.I. Paaick Riccci 
Assistant Attomcy Gencral 
,425 5th Avenue North 
:Vashvillc, TN 37243 
1:615) 532-8986 

!STATE of TEXAS 
JOHN CORNYN 
Attorney General 
Mark Tobey 
Chief, Antitrust Section 
l<tlly Garcia 
Assistant Attomcy Gencral 
:I00 W. 15th Sucet, 9th Floor 
1'. 0. Box 12548 
tiusrin. TX 787 11-2548 
(512)463-4012 

STATE of UTAH 
JAN GRAHAM 
Arrorney General 
LVayne Kltin 
Division Chief 
.P~~IliLn!st Section 
160 East 300 South 
:Salt Lakc City, UT 841 14-0872 
(1301) 366-0358 
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STATE of VERMONT 
1- H. S O W  
i ~ ~ e y  General 
Julie Brill 
Itcbccca Ellis 
lluistant Attorneys Oennal 
fintitrust and Consumer Fraud Unit 
I09 Statc Street 
Montpelier, W 05609-1001 
(802) 828-5507 

IiTATE of WASFLINGTON 
C3nUSTINE 0. GREGOIRE 
I ~ r n e y  Gx%ral 
.Jon P. Ferguson 
Senior Counsel 
lC:hicf, Antitrust Section 
.Marta Lowy 
.!bsistant Aaorney General 
.btiwst Section 
900 Fourrh Avenue. Suite 2000 
!5catrle, WA 98164-1012 
(,:!06) 464-7744 

!STATE of WEST VIRGINIA 
1:lARRELL V. McGRAW. JR. 
~4norncy General 
llill L. Miles 
Illeputy Attorney Gencral 
Il~uglas L. Davis 
~lssisrant At~orncy General 
(?onrumcr Protection and AntiVust Division 
El 12 Quanier Street 
Charleston, WV 25301 
(3 04) 558-8986 
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STATE of WCONSLh' 
JAMESEWYLE 
Attorney Gcncral 
Kcvin J. O'Connor 
Assistant Attorney Genual 
123 West Washington Avenue 
P.O. Box 7857 
Madison, WI 537037857 
(608) 2668986 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE BY 
FACSIMILE AND CER'IZFIED MAIL 

Re: State of Connecticu~, rt aL v. Mylm Laberatorim, In&, ct al. 
Court File No. 1:98CV03115 

STATE OF MINNESOTA ) 
) ss. 

COUNTY OF RAMSEY ) 

I, Ann Beimdick Kinsella, will deliver this amended complaint on February 8, 1999, via 

facsimile and certified mail to the pames listed on Attachment A. 

Ann ~eim8iek Kinsella 
kIrr4dL 

!Subscribed and sworn to before m e  011 
!his 5th day of February 1999. 



ATTACHMENT A 

Irving schcr. Esq. 
Debra 3. Pearlstein, Esq. 
Weil, Gotschal& Manges LLP 
767 Fifth Avenue 
New York. NY 101 53 
FAX: 212-833-8926 

Sidney Rosdeitcher, Esq. 
Paul, -Weiss, Ri-d, Wharton & Garrison 
1285 Avenue of the Americas 
New York, NY 1001 9-6064 
FAX: 212-757-3990 

Gary W. Kubck. Esq. 
Martin Frederic Evans. Esq. 
Dcbcvoise & Plimpton 
875 Third Avenue 
New York, NY 10022 
FAX: 212-909-6836 

Jim Miller, Esq. 
Rogers and Wells 
200 Park Avenue 
New Yo&, NY 10166 
FAX: 212-878-8375 


